1964

COMMEMORATING THE 46TH AN-
NIVERSARY OF LITHUANIA'S IN-
DEPENDENCE

(Mr. BROTZMAN (at the request of
Mr. BALDWIN) was given permission to
extend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. BROTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, 46
years ago on Pebruary 16 Lithuania was
proclaimed an independent country’ af-
ter 123 years of Russian rule. - This brave
nation enjoyed freedom for only 22 short
years until the Russians again marched
in to deprive the Lithuanian people of
their hard-fought freedoms. .

During those 22 joyous years of inde-
pendence between World War I and
World War II, the proud and industrious
people of Lithuania demonstrated to the
world what freedom can achieve. Free
from foreign domination the Lithuanian
people made unprecedented advances in
transportation, education, land reform,
and social legislation. Today after 24
years of Soviet domination much of this
has been destroyed and replaced by such
Soviet practices as mass. murder, de-
portation, and religious suppression. Let
us today join our Lithuanian friends in &
reafiirmation of the perservering hope
that Lithuania will soon be free, We
Jook forward hopefully to the day when
we can celebrate their second liberation
from Russian misrule.

SERVING NO NATIONAL SECURITY
PURPOSE, RESIDUAL OIL CON-
TROLS REMAIN A COSTLY, UN-
WARRANTED BURDEN

(Mr. KEITH (at the request of Mr.
BaLDWIN) was granted permission to
extend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr, KEITH. Mr, Speaker, 1 year ago
today, in response to a petition I had the
privilege of helping originate early in
1961, the Director of the Office of
Emergency Planning recommended a
“meaningful relaxation” of residual oil
controls. Y
we are still waiting.

New England, New York, and Florida—
the entire east coast of the United States
for that matter—still suffer the burden
of an unwarranted and ill-advilsed sys-
tem of Government controls. The OEP
recommendation could have and should
have been placed into immediate -effect
by a stroke of the President’s pen. These
stifling restrictions remain despite the
OEP report and despite even the fact
that they are of no real value to those

competing industries who most strongly -

support the quota program. On this
seore I would like to quote the distin-

guished Washington writer, Mr. Clyde.

LaMotte, who wrote in the February 3,
1964, issue of the Oil and Gas Journal:

No one really wants residual controls very
much, except maybe the coal people. And
they would be hard put to prove that the
resid program has enabled them to sell an
extra scuttle of coal.

Mr. Speaker, if on one wants the pro-
gram and if the program serves no sig-
nificant purpose insofar as national secu-

A full year has passed and

rity in concerned, and if this adminis-
tration truly wishes to reduce unneces-
sary costs and needless spending in the
name of _national defense, why then is &
very substantial segment of this Nation’s
economy forced to bear the inequities
and hardships it has undeniably created?

T have tried to be open minded in this,
but I have been unable to find a reason-
able answer to this troubling guestion.
Tet us look at the facts. On this first-
year anniversary, let us look again at the
OEP report:

When the overall oil import control pro-
gram was established in 1958, President
Eisenhower stated that its basis was the
certified requirements of our natlonal secu-
rity, which make it necessary that we pre-
serve to the greatest extent possible a vigor-
ous, healthy petroleum industry in the
United States.

The President’s statement, made on
March 10, 1959, also noted:

The Director of the Office of Civil and
Defense Mobilization will keep the entire
program under constant surveillance and wiil
inform the President of any circumstances
which in his opinion indicate the need for
any further Presidential action.

The need for this action was apparent
and was brought to the attention of the
subsequent administration 1 year ago;
but these recommendations have heén
largely ignored. The insignificant in-

creases in the quotas granted by the In--

terior Department have scarcely kept up
with the normal growth of demand. By
no stretch of the imagination could these
small increments be considered ‘‘mean-
ingful,” either in the spirit of the OEP
report’s recommendations or in the ef-
fect they have had on the residual oil
market on the east coast. This has been
a mere drop in the bucket. Our public
institutions, our industry, our utillty
users and consumers still pay a wasteful,
needless, surcharge for this important
fuel.

Let it be clearly understood that
throughout President Eisenhower’s orig-
inal proclamation, and-in all subsequent
amendments, residual fuel oil is treated
separately from crude oil and other pe-
troleum products. This is significant
in view of the current attempts to tie the
two together by the Secretary of Interior
and those interests which oppose removal
of residual import controls.

As I have noted, in early 1961 we peti-
tioned for a study of the control program.
I was joined in this effort by my col-
leagues in the New England and Florida
congressional delegations, the New Eng-
land council and various representatives
of industry. The OCDM, now . OEP,
undertook an exhaustive, detailed study
of the question. Frank B. Ellis, then Di-
rector of OCDM, clearly spelled out the
study’s purpose in a statement on May
22,1961:

To determine the effect from the stand-
point of the national security of imports of
residual ‘fuel oil to be used as fuel.

Mr. Ellis announced it was his inten-
tion to consult with the Secretaries of
those Departments having an interest in
the issue, namely, State, Defense, Treas-
ury, Interior, Commerce, and Labor.

From this investigation came the re-
port of February 13, 1963, which clearly
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shows and recommends that “a careful
and meaningful relaxation of controls
would be consistent with national secu-
rity and the attainment of hemispheric

objectives which contribute to the na-

tional security.”

What were some of the views expressed
by the various Departments of the execu-
tive consulted by the OEP?

Defense Department: “As residual fuel oil
production continues to decline in conti-
nental U.S. refineries, we feel that imports
should make up the deficlt’ which will have
to be done in national emergencies * * * we
cannot see where. residual fuel oil imports
can seriously endanger our national secu-
rity."”

Commerce Department: “The continuation
of the residual oil quota plan as a method of

*increasing exploration, drilling, reserves for
crude oil output appears rather tenuous.”

Interior Department: ‘“Relaxation of con-
trols, wotild have some impact on the do-
mestic producing industry—the extent would
be difficult to ascertain in advance, it would
almost be impossible, however, to 1solate the
moderate effects which might be anticipated
from decontrol from normal changes in mar-
ket conditions stemming from variations in
the balance between deémand and. supply.”

Justice Department: This important De-
partment reported that control§ of resid-
ual oil are detrimental to existing and future
competition particularly in fuel oil mar-
keting, and that numerous complaints of
possible violation of the antitrust laws re-
lated to these controls ha(l been received,

General Services Administration: This
large Government consumer of both residual
oil and coal, had this to say in the OEP
report: “We believe that our experlence in
procurement of residual fuel under the oil
import program has restricted full and free
competition in our procurements and has

resulted in this agency, in the main, paying” .

prices in excess of that which would have
been obtained, if there were no restrictions
on the import of this product.” ’

Office of Emergency Planning: The Di-
rector of the agency responsible for this re-
ported. “I do not question the desirability
of contlnuing measures to remedy hardship
in the coal region, Of course, these meas-
ures could be continued. But I do not be-
lleve that the national securlity section of
the 'Trade Expansion Act can under the
showing of this investigation be the medium
for Government assistance.”

In short, the program of controls does
not benefit the national security; is seri-
ously questioned as & method of en-
couraging new oil exploration; would
have not distinguishable impact on do-
mestic producing if removed; is detri-
mental to competition and may be in
violation of antitrust laws; has increased
costs in Government procurement of fuel,
and, most importantly, has artificially
inflated fuel costs for millions of con-

sumers and & substantial portion of the -

Nation’s industrial community.

The OEP Director’s comments clearly
indicate that the legal basis for continu-
ation of the program is nonexistent. On
the whole, it cannot logically be denied
that thé OEP report shows the urgent
need for abolishment of residual oil
quotas and I respectfully request the
President take immediate steps to imple-
ment the findings of this impartial study
and to comply with the ‘intent of the
Trade Expansion Act in such matters.

The administration is attempting to
save $100 milllon in the construction
costs of a new aircraft carrier by re-
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verting to conventionel rather than nu-
clear power, a move challenged as false
economy by the experts. I submit that
much more than this amount i3 at stake
in the residual oil import guestion. The
administration can demonstrate its con-
cern for defense costs by removing—at
the stroke of & pen—a costly program
that can no longer be justified, if indeed
it ever could, in the name of national
security, The responsibility of the ex~
ecutive in this case is even greater than
in matters that appear in & direct way In
the defense budget, which are subject to
careful examination of the Bureau of the
Budget and the various commitiees of
Congress.

The following article on residual ofl
and the editorial comment by Mr. La
Motte, both appearing in the February 3,
1984, issue of the Oil and Gas Journal
are both pertinent to this matter and
should be of interest to Members of the
House:

Sr1Ly THERE'S No 1I3ND 1IN BIGHT FOR RESID
IMPORT CONTROLS

{By Clyde La Motte)

One thing more difficult than getting
something done in Washington s getting
something undone.

A case in point: residual-fuel-oil import
controls. Mo one really wants resid controls
very much, except maybe the coal people.
And they would be hard put to prove the
resid program hasenabled them to sell an ex-
tra scuttle of cosal.

8till, the controls remain and probably will
for a long time to come. This despite the
current uproar a5 time for renewal of the
progran nears.

You will recall that resld controls were
tacked onto the crude-oll-import-control
program in 1959 almost incidentally. The
major issue was the crude-ofl situation, not
resid.

In practice In the years since, crude-oll
controls have gained widespread acceptance.
There have been prassures for revisions, but
no one serlously ch.allenges the need for a
control system.

Meanwhile, resid controls have continued
to create irritation. In the first place, they
don’t control much of anything. Everyone
knows that if a shortage of resid looms, In-
terior has to Iincrease imports because
domestic refiners want to make less resid, not
more.

By contrast, domestic crude-oil producers
would be all too happy to produce more
crude if given the odportunity. Therein Hes
the big difference In the two programs.

About the only visible result of the resid
control program, then, has been problems
and friction.

Still, Interior conzends that such controls
need to be continued, even though most of
its headaches stem from this source.

Producer groups are in the same boat.
They fear that if resld controls were removed,
this might cause a ‘weakening Ih the crude-
oil-import-control program. It would seem
more logical to fear that unless resld controls
are dumped, some of the complaints about
the program wiil spill over to the crude pro-
gram, endangering it. But the producers
don’t see 1t that way. .

Either Interior or producers could win
friends by advocating resld decontrol. But
don't hold your breath. .

“RESID''-CONTROL CRITICA STEP UP ATTACK

Longstanding discontent with the resid-
ual-fuel-oll import-control program is turn-
ing into a steady barrage of criticilsm as the
time nears for Interior Department to make
declsions on the program for the 12-month
perlod beginning Aprit 1,
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All indications are that Interior wanis to
continue the program without substaatial
chaage, although perhaps with some ad ust-
me:té in the system of guota aliocation.

“"The arguments we are hearihg now are
the same we've heard before," one Indsrior
offic ial commented last week.

1ne question now, however, 18 whether
Iny rlor can withstand the growing pressure
for complete removal of resid controls or a
ma or overhaul of the program.

Tae maln attack 15 being made by east
coa. { Industrial consumers. They claim Lhat
the program Is unnecessary, it is incressing
the ¢ fuel cosis without strengthening na-
tlo1 el security, and it smacks of end-use on-
trol

T 1e consumers are joined by independent
teri yinal operators and restdual-fuel sellers
whe complain they are tled to one sup)iter
and are therefore at his mercy.

Al three groups are working through ihelr
con ressional delegations to bring pressure
on nhe administration.

DEFENSBE

& tpport for the program rests largely on
coal producers, who say that “dumping” of
che: p foreign resldual fuel oil on the do-
mes.ic market hurts the coal industry and
inecryases unemployment of coal workers.

D mestic ofl producers' organlzations have
givea token support to the residual-fuei-ofl
prof ram. They say an Increase in Imgports
would depress the domestic crude-oil maiket,.

Tey also appear to feel that ellm!nation
of tie residual-fuel-oil program, or a major
rela :ution of controls, might lead to attacks
on :he crude-oll-import-control system.

CONFLICT

Ir terfor Secretary Stewart Udall has now
beer drawn directly into the debate through
an -xchange of letters between industidal-
Stata Congressmen and Interior.

Udall recently wrote to protesting {'on-
gres anen defending the program. His letter
drev' sharp replies from some of the recipi-
ents.

Li his letter, Udall pointed out that a Ape-
cial Cabinet committee had recommended to
President Elsenhower In 1859 that imports
of ¢rude ofl and its derivatives, Incluiling
restsual, should be controlled in the interest
of rational security. This led to adopilon
of tie mandatory control programs, one for
cruce oll and one for residual fueil ofl.

Udal!l maintains that it was recognzed
fron Lhe outset that the control progrims
wou d increase fuel costs for U.8. consur ers,
At lcast on a short-term basis.

B:it, without controls, he says, the o8t
might be even greater in the long run.

“The moderate immedtate additional costs
attr:.butable fo the program are necessary to
the naintenance of an industry that is per-
hap: the most essential of all to our naticnal
secusity,” Udall sald Iin a recent letter to
Rep: esentative Jamzs C. CLeEvELAND, Repub-
llcar . of New Hampshire.

Tt e Secretary argued that It Is necesiary
to kzep all ofl products, as well as cride,
undcr control If the overall program i to
succed. Removal of even one product, sach
as raldual fuel oil, “would lead to piice-
mea dismemberment of a program whica is
almcet unlversally recognized as being eseen-
tial © the national interest.”

Tl e Secretary pointed out that the de-
part nent has lberalized the residual-iuel
regu stions during the past 3 years to in-
clud : terminal operators and others who ad
not qualified under the original historical
imp« rter provision.

REBUTTAL

CrevitaNp and others were not molliled
by Udall's explanations. :

Tie Congressman last week fired bact a
lette - chalienging every major point ralsed
by Tdall.

He charged that Udall was gullty of adding

February 12

apples and oranges in linking crude oil and
resldusal fuel ol!. They are two entirely dif-
ferent situations, CLEVELAND said.

He challenged Udall's reference to the need
for “'a healthy domestic indusiry capable of
exploring for and developing petroleum re-
Berves essential to the national security.”

That, sald CLEVELAND, obviously refers to
arude oil and has no place in a discussion of
residual fuel ofl because producers obviously
aren't exploring for residual fuel ofl.

CLEVELAND also mentioned the interdepart-
mental study headed by the Office of Emer-
geney Planning which last year called for a
“meaningful relaxation” In residual-fmport
controls.

“That report,” CLEVELAND sald, “effectively
exploded any fictitious arguments that na-
tlonal security was being imperiled by re-
sidual-fuei-oll imports.”

OTHER ASPECTS

The controversy is ‘bubbling up at other
points.

For one, the Justice Department says it is
looking into possible antitrust violations
stemming from the control program.

William H. Orrick, essistant attorney gen-
eral, revealed this In a recent letter to John
K. Evans, Washington representative for the
Independent Fuel Oil Marketers of America,
Inc.

Justice has no jurisdiction over adminis-
tration of oll-import controls, Orrick wrote,
but "it is deeply concerned with the pos-
sible effects of that control system on free
enterprise eompetition In ofl marketing.”

Orrick’s letter was in response to one writ-
ten him by Evans.

Pressure 15 also being brought to bear by
residual-fuel-oil seilers who have no storage
capacity. They want their own quotas, con-
tending they are now at the mercy of sup-
pliers who can require tie-in sales or make
other demands.

POLITICS

‘The present attack on the residual pro-
grami- may be more Intensified than in the
past because of the political change,

Political analysts speculate that the John-
son administration is more likely to woo the
industrial East for polltical support. The
late President Kennedy, by contrast, was
satd to feel some obligation to the coal States,
particularly West Virginia.

President Johnson's announcement that
Interior would be responsibie for oil policy
at least gave critics and politiclans a single
target on which to concentrate.

And they are doing considerable concen-
trating.

(Mr. WIDNALL (at the request of Mr.
BarpwiN) was granted permission {o ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and to Include extraneous

‘matter.)

{Mr. WIDNALL’S remarks will appear
hereafter in the Appendix.]

(Mr. WIDNALL (at the request of Mr.
BaLpwiN) was granted permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and to Include extraneous
matter.)

[Mr. WIDNALL’S remarks will appear ;
hereafter in the Appendix.l I\{
¥
N
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OUR “ALLIES” AND CUBA

(Mr. QUIE (at the request of Mr. BaLp-
wWIN) was granted permission to extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and to include extranecous matter.)
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Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I am sure
that most Americans have been closely
following the developments in the Guan-
tanamo Naval Base crisis, which should
more properly be called the latest devel-
opment in the continuing Cuban crisis.

Therefore, I will not backeground my
remarks with specific quotations from
the press, since the major developments
are common knowledge. They are:

First. That the Castro regime cut off
-the Guantanamo Naval Base water sup-
ply.

Second. The United States plans to
supply its own water. - )

Third. The United States is putting
renewed pressure on its NATO Allies to
stop trading with Cuba. This especially
applies to Great Britain and France, who
are to sell a total of $21 million worth of
vehicles to Cuba. .

Fourth. Great Britain and France
counter, according to the press, by cit-
ing our wheat sales to the Soviet Union.

Fifth. The United States says that the
sale of wheat to the Russians is not the
same thing as sale of motor vehicles of
various types to Cuba.

Let us, for the sake of brevity, pass over
the embarrassment the United States
must suffer propagandawise as the result
of Castro’s inane gesture of deflance.
Let us consider the broader problem—
the increasing disarray of the NATO Al-
liance, caused by just such incidents as
these.

I am not convinced that the sale of
wheat to the Soviet Union is any differ-
ent than the sale of busses or trucks to

. Cuba by our allies. The evidence still
shows that communism is an interna-
tional movement, fundamentally direct-
ed from a central location, though it
might deviate slightly due to local con-
ditions. -

But even If we were to grant—which
we do not—that the sale of wheat to the
Soviets is different than trade with Cuba,
as the Johnson administration contends,
our allies must still wonder about some
of our other sales to the Sino-Soviet bloc.

They include, for the years 1961 and
1962: $2,431,000 worth of iron and steel
mill products; $1,482,000 worth of crude
sulfur; $2,283,000 worth of aluminum
ores and concentrates; $2,202,000 worth

. of electrical machinery and apparatus;
$3,594,000 worth of construction and ex-
cavating machinery; $4,514,000 worth of
metalworking machinery and parts;
$2,927,000 worth of what the Department
-of Commerce classifies as “other indus-
trial machinery”; $1,141,000 worth of
chemical specialties; $1,629,000 worth of

. Industrial chemicals; and $874,000 worth

of scientific and professional instru-
ments, apparatus and supplies. Al of
these statistics are from a report issued

" by the U.S. Foreign Trade Statistics, De-

partment of Commerce, .

I have not cited other exports to the
Sino-Soviet bloc for that period of time,
which are basically food, fiber, and syn-
thetic products, such as $5,390,000 worth
of synthetic rubber, Total U.S. exports
to the Sino-Soviet bloe in 1961 and 1962
were $258,471,000. In 1961, the total was
$133,331,000. In 1962, it fell slightly to
$125,140.

No, 26——4

In 1963, according to statistics of the
International Trade Analysis Division of
the U.S. Deparfment of Commerce, total
exports from the United States to the
Soviet blo¢ had risen to $140,400,000 from
January through November, with the
December figure not yet available.

The argument Is being advanced that
our allies should not trade with Cuba
because Cuba is-on the doorstep of the
United -States. From January through
November 1963, we exported $4,100,000
worth of goods to East Germany, which
is on West Germany’s doorstep. In fact,
the Soviet satellites in Europe might all
be classified as on .the doorsteps of our
NATO -allies. But we exported $100,-
100,000 worth of goods to Poland; $18,-
400,000 worth to the Soviet Union, $7.9
million worth to Czechoslovakia, $5,~
900,000 worth to Hungary and lesser
amounts to the other European satel-
lites, in the first 11 months of 1963,

I contend, Mr. Speaker, that these are
impressive exports to a bloc of nations
whose leaders have individually and col-
lectively expressed themselves as our
enemies, Meanwhile, our general im-
ports from the Sino-Soviet bloc, were
also sizable. General imports from
these nations were $84,041,000 in 1961;
$82,380,000 in 1962 and $78,400,000 from
January through November 1963.

Our exports to the Sino-Soviet bloc for
just a month less than 3 years, do not
show our recent sales of wheat, which
are expected to reach $250 million alone.
And, in the wake of the wheat deal, there
are smaller ones, such as the sale of corn
to Hungary. We appear to be loosen-
ing our trade policy toward the Commu-
nist camp generally. ’

It is small wonder that our allies see
no wrong in trading with Castro’s Cuba.
Cuba is Communist. So is East Ger-

‘many. It just happens that Cuba is on

our doorstep and that East Germany
and her neighboring Communist states
are on the doorsteps of our allies. We
trade with the European Communists.
Our European allies trade with the
American Communists.

On September 30, 1963, on the floor
of the House, speaking on trade with
the Soviet Union, I asked this question:

“Would oiir expanded entry into trade
with the Soviet Union tend to weaken or
strengthen our position with our allies
and their in relation to the Soviet bloc?”
This is a question which is being an-
swered. .

. There are two paths of leadership
which the United States can assume
within the NATO alliance.

We can, first, attempt to intimidate
our allies into compliance with our pol-
icies, or second, we can seek cooperation
between the member nations for the best
interests of all.

On October 4, 1963, the House Repub-
lican task force on NATO unity, of which
I am chairman, sent to the President a
statement asking for a top-level meeting
of NATO nations to discuss a joint trade
policy under article II of the NATO
Treaty. On November 17, such a meet-

Ing was held in Paris, apparently with-
out tangible results. Now, ‘as- another

)
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irritant in the Cuban situation, we are
at odds with our NATO allies over sales
to Cuba. ‘
Mr. Speaker, I again respectfully sug-

‘gest that the Johnson administration
take the necessary steps to put our own
house in order. Wheat is not our only
sale. We have sold machinery, syn-
thetics, chemicals. -

. Stewart Alsop, writing in the Saturday
Evening Post, observes that:

. Now, Khrushchev's big, simple solution is
chemical production. It is estimated that
the Soviet Union 18 to invest $40 billion in
chemiecal plants which will produce plastics
and synthetics for industry and heavy doses
of chemical fertilizers to feed the starved
Russian land. !

Could our machines, chemicals, syn-
thetics of 1961 and 1962 have served in
testing centers behind the Iron Curtain?

When we put our house in order and
present a consistent approach in regard
to Communist trade, we may have the
obportunity to develop a joint trade pol-
icy with our allies, recognizing that trade
|ls an economic weapon in the cold wa’r._j

(Mr. QUIE (at the request of Mr.
Barpwin) was granted permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the

REcorRp and to include extraneous
matter.)
[Mr. QUIE'S remarks will appear

hereafter in the ‘Appendix.1

(Mr. QUIE (at the request of Mr.
BaLpwiIN) was granted permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and to include extraneous
matter.)

[Mr. QUIE'S remarks will appear
hereafter in the Appendix.i

(Mr. QUIE (at -the request of Mr.
BaLpwiN) was granted permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the

Recorp and to include extraneous
matter.) :
[Mr. QUIE'S remarks will appear

hereafter in the Appendix.]

(Mr, QUIE (at the request of Mr.
BaLpwiIN) was granted permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the

Recorn and to include extraneous
matter.) -
[Mr. QUIE'S remarks will appear

hereafter in the Appendix.]

THE PRESIDENT'S EFFORTS TO
TRIM GOVERNMENT EXPENSES

(Mr. MORSE (at the request of Mr.
BarpwiIN) was given permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp, and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent’s efforts to trim Government ex-
penses, personnel, ahd waste received a
generous boost this week from the Ray-
theon Co., of Lexington, Mass. 'The firm
has graciously agreed to provide the Gov-
ernment with the details of its reducing
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plan designed to cul costs and Increase
efficlency. Within the next few weeks,
the Lexington firm will hold extensive
conferences with Budget Bureau officlals
and outline the spezifics of Raytheon's
plan which has already been extremely
successful at the firm’s planfs.

This program should be of interest to
all of us interested In helping the Fed-
eral Government tw do 1ts job befter.
Under unanimous co:isent, I am inserting
an article describing the plan which ap-
peared in the Boston Qlobe on February
10 by Wilfred C. Fodgers, the Globe's
Washington correspondent:

CompuTERS Wit Hetp UNITED STATES TO
-"Los® WEIGHT”

{By Wilfred C. Rodgers)

WasHINGTON —Like everyone that has
grown fat, the Federa! Government Is trying
to reduce,

Instead of scales, the Government will be
watching computers to try and trim the fat
off its growing labor costs.

The Government got the reducing plan
from a Bay State firm, Raytheon, Inc., of
Lexington, Mass.

Raytheon clalms dramatlc results, slim-
ming 1ts work force down some 3§ percent.
And its plans is in effect in only 4 of 1ta 30
plants.

Budget Bureau ofiicials say they heard
about Raytheon's reducing plan from the
Navy Department. They investigated.

Raythecn agreed to permit the CGovern-
ment to use the plan without cost.

According to Raytheon, one of the Bay
Stale's biggest employers with its far-flung
network of plants, tlere are six major ene-
mies to be fought to bring down manpower
cosis,

These enemles are excessive supervision,
work duplidation, overspecialization, frag-
mentation of routine work, staffing for peaks,
and lack of supervision.

James Hendrick, o’ Raytheon, one of the
fathers of the plan, will help key in top Gov-
ernment bosses on how the plan operates.

Hendrick, who lives in Lincoln, Mass.,
claims that any firm ~hat employs more.than
1,000 persons i8 prons to attack from these
enemies.

To root out excenslve supervision, Ray-
theon put together 8 chart book that “keeps
the existing structure in focus when organi-
zation changes are being considered.”

This chart book a.ms at eliminating em-
pire building—which moat industries as well
as the Federal Government feel they bhave
too much of.

In addition a new business dictlonary is
composed. It defines exactly workers’ Jobs,
not just what the job's classification plan
says the job is.

Computers are broight onto the firing line
to X-ray total payroll costs in such & man-
ner as to identify cost abnormalcles and dig
out misplaced functions.

In addition a manpower value analysis 18
made to determine which jobs are "afford-
able,” and which are just “nice to have.”

Raytheon developcd what 1t calls & "work
piise analyzer” to ldentify sltuations where
msnagement is payllg a premium for work-
and-wailt practices.

It earmarks the ause-and-effect aspects
of overstafing and points out opportunities
for reducing payroll zosts.

And to get better supervision, Raytheon
sets up & “'boot camp” for 1ts supervisors.

These supervisors learn to organize, dep-
utize, supervise, and cnergize thelr work
forces.

Hendrick claims that proper scheduling
of work alone can te one of the most effec-
tive weapons In bringing down manpower
costs.
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Although not paid sny money, Raytheon
was pa.d & compliment by the accepiance f
its plan by the Government,

Not too long ago most big Governmert
contractors such as Raytheon came undi
attack from the Government for ‘‘excessive
costs.”

The Navy Department, which recomw
mende! the Raytheon plan, apparently hus
becom: convinced Raytheon's plan is orns
way to defeat this problem.

Nexi Monday the Bureau of the Budgat
will set up & weeklong conference for Rey-
theon staff members to explain the reducirg
plan 1> top Government agency heads.

Bud et Bureau officials claim that jobs that
are ell ninated by the plaf won't necessarily
mean ‘nass firings.

The- point out that attritlon such as
deaths and retirementa will take care’of manuy
such obs and that other workers can he
transforred to new departments or agenciss
insteal of those ngencies or departmenta
having to hire new help.

And if it s any consolation to Goverh-
ment workers. the plan apparentiy doest.’t
fntent to wipe out the coffee break.

Nex week's conference includes a liberal
amount of coffee breaks for the bosses.

THI EXPERIMENT IN INTERNA-
TIONAL LIVING

(M- CLEVELAND (at the request >f
Mr. IaLpwiN) was granted permisshn
to ex-end his remarks at this point in
the Ilrcorp and to include extraneois
matter)

Mr CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, the
oldes: organization of its kind in the
United States devoted to person-to-per-
son txchange between our country and
lands abroad is the Experiment in Ia-
ternstional Living, Putney, Vt. Partid-

pant: from this country live in the actval.

homes of foreign countries while foreln
students live in our homes. The Expe’i-
ment has proved that significant ad-
vancs toward world understanding can
be made at the personal level and that
peope can learn “to live together by
livini: together.,”

EPFECTIVE FATH TO INTERNATIONAL UNDER-

BTANDING

At a time when Amerlca's foreign sid
prog ams are being sharply criticizad,
even by those abroad presumed to be
beneiting from them, It s reaswrring to
knov that the quiet, unspectacular and
ofter. unheralded efforts of some of cur
privete organizations are building gced
will, amity, and better understanding
throighout the four corners of the glode.
The Experiment is a voluntary organina-
tlon which relies not on Federal subsidies
for its existence but on foundation
grants, contributions from individuuls,
and fees from participants. The shurp
contrast between the success of an or-
ganization such as the Experiment lanze-
iy based on indlvidual voluntary efforts
and some of the recent faflures in friend-
ship from countries receiving staggerng
amoJnts of foreign aid, poinis oul a8
vita® lesson. Internationsl education
and understanding ceannot be bousght,
but person-to-person contact such as
that promoted by the Experiment can
make great progress. Their efforts le-
serv: wider attention and broader sup-
port from all of us.

Tie Experiment has many friends in
pubide lfe. Our beloved colleague,
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FrANCES P. BoLToR, of Ohio, has been an
enthusiastic supporter of the Experiment
in International Living and is president
of the Payne Fund, whose 1931 grant
stimulated the founding of the Experi-
ment and which made 1t possible in 1962
to purchase Sandanona, its international
training and orlentation center near
Brattleboro, Vt. The wife of Repre-
sentative HEnry REeuss, of Wisconsin,
experimented to Germany in 1835 and to
England in 1939, and their son experi-
mented to Germany in 1960. The daugh-
ter of Representative WiLriam SPRINGER,
of Nlinois, experimented to Germany in
1860, and the Springer family was a host
family to an incoming experimenter in
1962. The daughter of Representative
CHARLES TeEAacUE. of California, experi-
mented to Chile in 1960. Senator GEORGE
Atken, of Vermont, is a Putney neighbor
and longtime supporter of the Experi-
ment. Robert Staffard, former Governor
of Vermont, is also s Ioyal friend of this
endeavor. Senator J. W. FULBRIGHT,
chairman of the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations, has commended the
Experiment “on the fine work it is doing.”

Dr. F. Gordon Boyce, a fellow trustee
of Colgate University and a neighbor of
mine in Vermont who Is president of the
Experiment in International Living, vis-
ited me recently in Washington. He had
come for consultation with the Peace
Corps, for which the experiment has
trained more units than any other pri-
vate voluntary agency, and to discuss
with his alumni the need for more schol-
arship assistance. Gone is the skepti-
eism which characterized the founding
d? the Experiment in 1932 as a “visionary
philosophy.” From my meeting with Dr.
Boyce I learned something of the aston-
ishing growth of the international ex-
change of persons and especially of the
experiment within the past 5 years.

The Experiment’s combined outbound
and incoming programs in 1958 totaled
1,400 young men and women. Last yvear
there were more than 4,000. Obviously,
more and more individuals, colleges, uni-
versities, and Government agencies are
turning to the experiment. The in-
gredients of the experiment method are
careful selection of participants and
leaders, comprehensive orientation,
leadership, the homestay, and the
evaluation, Many colleges and univer-
glties grant academic credit for par-
ticipation in the experiment.

The various departments in the Ex-
periment are managed by 20 staff heads
and associates—-the senior and ranking
members of the administration who se-
lect and train field group leaders. Each
outbound unit of the Experiment is un-
der guidance of a highly qualified, care-
fully selected, and thoroughly trained in-
dividual. These leaders act as a fleld
taculty and are paid. They come largely
from the educational field and must meet
stringent requirements including fiuency
in a forelgn language and familiarity
with the countries involved. Each lead-
er undergoes a training period at the
Experiment’s training and orlentation
center, or at other selected sites In the
Mldwest and Far West.



